This paper describes peer interaction among children with English as an Additional Language (EAL) in primary schools. Through linguistic analysis it provides an exploratory examination of the nature of their collaborations, how they work together and the ways they interact as they complete classroom task pair work. 42 children from two junior and two senior classes of intermediate level English from four EAL reception classrooms participated. Data comprised recordings and transcriptions of the interactions of 11 pairs of younger (5-8 years) and 10 pairs of older (9-12 years) children as they completed five tasks over two weeks. An analysis of the language used demonstrated variation in: (a) the way the children worked socially, enjoyment during task work, cooperating and achieving reciprocity, and how they resolved conflict when it occurred; (b) their task management and on-and off-task talk; (c) the language they used for learning, demonstrating their cognitive involvement, and; (d) their attention to content and linguistic aspects of the task. Differences were also observed to occur according to the age of the learners. Together the results from this study suggest the need to consider task based interaction beyond simply the linguistic and operational levels alone. An analysis of the language used demonstrated variation in: (a) the way the children worked socially, enjoyment during task work, cooperating and achieving reciprocity, and how they resolved conflict when it occurred; (b) their task management and on-and off-task talk; (c) the language they used for learning, demonstrating their cognitive involvement, and; (d) their attention to content and linguistic aspects of the task. Differences were also observed to occur according to the age of the learners. Together the results from this study suggest the need to consider task based interaction beyond simply the linguistic and operational levels alone.
Introduction

Benefits of communicative peer interaction
Recent research on peer interaction and second language (L2) acquisition has had as its focus how learners use and work with the target language. This body of research, most of which has been conducted with adult L2 learners, explores interaction based on the premise that it facilitates acquisition because it both promotes comprehension and draws learners' attention to connections between language form and meaning. It has been found that having to communicate clearly with one another can push learners to produce more complex, appropriate and accurate language forms and in this way promotes language learning (Gass 1997; Long 1996; Mackey 2007) . On this basis linguistic analyses that document interactional modifications, peer feedback and language related episodes (LREs) (Swain & Lapkin, 2002) in learner language production have all been effectively used to explore the production and language acquisition that occur when learners work together (Storch, 2002;  for review, see Oliver & Philp, 2014; Philp, Adams & Iwashita, 2013) .
Further, the findings of research conducted over the past two decades in this field suggest that the benefits of interaction also hold true for children just as they do for adults (although age differences have been noted -see Oliver, 2000 Oliver, , 2009 Mackey, Oliver & Leeman, 2003) .
Specifically, the series of studies conducted by Oliver show that children use similar interactive strategies as adults do, though proportional differences are noted with regard to use (Oliver, 1998 (Oliver, , 2000 and according to the quality of what they say (e.g., truth and politeness can vary with age) (Oliver, 2000 (Oliver, , 2009 . Even so, previous findings suggest that interacting with peers can be a particularly motivating context for practice and meaningful second language (L2) use for child learners (Bigelow & King, 2016; Butler & Zheng, 2014 , 2015 Mackey, Kanganas & Oliver, 2007; Mackey et al, 2003; Mackey, Oliver & Philp, 2006; Oliver, 1995 Oliver, , 2000 Pinter, 2007) . This is also the linguistic space where child peers can provide each other with the type of input and feedback that is purported to be facilitative of L2 learning (Oliver, , 2009 Philp & Duchesne, 2008; Wong-Fillmore, 1976) .
Social interaction
Despite the apparent utility of child peer interaction, these are by no means blanket effects and other aspects of interaction, including affiliation and social goals, may mediate its potential for learning (Philp, 2016; Philp & Duchesne, 2008; Tognini, Oliver & Philp, 2010) .
For example, Hay, Payne and Chadwick (2004) suggest that the degree of emotional regulation, social understanding, and executive function all influence children's dyadic interactions. Other work on cooperative learning in the first language (L1) context suggests that the group dynamics also influence the effectiveness of interaction (Gillies, 2007) .
However, such studies tend to examine cognitive learning outcomes rather than languagerelated ones. Even so the results are consistent with the small amount of L2 research undertaken in this area where it has been found for children that the social and linguistic benefits of interaction appear to be interdependent (Bigelow & King, 2016; Toohey, 2000; Wray, 1999) . That is, the potential of children's L2 peer interaction for language development is contingent on underlying social goals and on the relationships between the children, which in turn is situated in their language. Some even suggest that for younger children social goals can be more important than academic goals (Philp & Duchesne, 2008 ).
Therefore, it is possible that it is not only the language the child L2 learners use in their taskbased interactions, but the way that they relate to each other that may promote or hinder language learning. The role of peers has been widely investigated from the point of view of cognitive, social and language learning benefits in the L1 context. For example, Forman and Cazden (1985) found a positive correlation between learning and the level of social engagement with a partner.
In the L1 context it has been found that a multitude of features contribute to the success of interaction, although it is also noted that effectiveness varies greatly (Hogan & Tudge, 1999) .
For example, two social features found to influence successful L1 interaction are mutuality and equality (Damon & Phelps, 1989 ; see also Storch, 2002 for similar findings for adult L2 interaction). Mutuality of peers is described as having discourse that is "extensive, intimate and 'connected' " (Damon & Phelps, 1989:10) . Equality refers to the equal-ness (or not) of the relationship, including the distribution of power. It is reflected in the ways children take direction from one another, while mutuality is reflected in how they work together in ways that allow them to try out or explore new ideas. The two aspects are also represented by how peers contest, resist or accept one another's solutions or corrections, and perhaps even how new conceptions of language form, meaning and use are fostered in their interactions.
These two features encompass the power of the social context of the interaction and are demonstrated in the way children, through their language, can regulate their social interaction. The peer collaboration that ensues is even seen in very young children's play, well before it appears in more formal ways (Forman, 1992) . There is, however, a dearth of research on how these features manifest in the interactions of child L2 learners.
Not all peer interaction in the L1 context is positive and children working together can also have a negative influence on one another's learning. Kutnick and Kington (2005) , for instance, found that when children work together social and task goals may not always align and this can have a negative effect on outcomes. They also found gender differences in this regard with female friendship pairings leading to higher performance and male pairings achieving lower performance on a reasoning task. From the current available literature it is unclear whether the degree of social engagement with one's partner may affect, not only learning in a general sense, but also language learning for children working in an L2 context. Related to social interaction are the level of active participation and the enjoyment of the learners when they do interact. Tognini (2008) , for example, in a study of foreign language (i.e., L2) primary and high school classrooms in Australia, found many students saw peer interaction as a fun stress-free context in which to try things, make mistakes and work things out together, as seen in this primary school student's account of how she and her partner sort out difficulties in communication:
When I'm with A and I just look at her funny, I just go (she makes a faces to signal incomprehension and everyone laughs) and she goes, like she doesn't see and she says it really slowly and does that hand action, non lo so. (p.282) Clearly, the degree of mutuality and common purpose can impact on this participation and enjoyment. These social dimensions of L2 interaction amongst young learners are examined in the current study.
Task management
Another key aspect of the social component of task-based interaction among peers involves their ability to work towards task completion, talking about the task rather than matters that are 'off task' and doing this in a collaborative fashion. Many pedagogical tasks, and for that matter less formal (play) tasks, require peers to cooperate and work with one another, rather than individually, to achieve completion. This can include negotiating who will do what, what the task involves, how it will get done, and, how those involved will work to stay on task. Whilst management of the task itself seemingly has an important role in the success of task outcomes, O'Donnell (2006) cautions that some groups can become so focussed on procedural aspects of a task, they don't accomplish the task itself. In fact, in the L1 context, Forman (1992) found that pre-adolescents had difficulty differentiating and coordinating the rules of cooperative and academic discourse so that disagreements were more often resolved around personal authority rather than consensus, logic and evidence. There is very little research about the way that child L2 peers manage tasks, especially beyond the linguistic level. This is examined in the current study.
Cognitive involvement
In the L1 context, although it has been found that interaction does not automatically influence learning, the quality of the discourse does mediate learning outcomes (Webb & Farivar, 1999) . King (1999) found that the level of discourse correlates with level of achievement and productivity in cognitive tasks. When children interact, shared social goals may also influence their cognitive learning from a task, as will the nature of the task or activity, and the role the teacher takes when the task is performed (Cohen, 1994; O'Donnell, 1999) . Others have shown that exploratory talk (Mercer, 1996) elaborations, explanations and requests for clarifications are linked to cognitive learning (Chinn, O'Donnell & Jinks, 2000) . However, within the L2 context, peer interaction has mostly been investigated from the perspective of language learning, rather than cognitive learning. In these studies interactional modifications are often linked to learning where they suggest attention to language form and meaning (e.g., Mackey et al, 2007; Mackey et al, 2003; Mackey et al, 2006; Oliver, 1995 ) . Svalberg (2012) makes the case for engagement with language as involving cognitive, social and affective dimensions, as seen in L2 learners' language related episodes (see also Baralt, Gurzynski-Weiss & Kim, 2016; Philp & Duchesne, 2016) . The ways that this may occur in young L2 learners is also explored in the current study.
A focus on language
Useful L2 interaction is typically identified as that which includes opportunities for focusing on language, whether incidentally or explicitly, for example, through negotiation of meaning and form, that is, opportunities for learners to respond to perceived communication difficulties by segmenting, simplifying, repeating and reformulating language in an effort to understand and communicate with one another (Oliver, 1998 , as well as through language-related episodes (Kowal & Swain, 1994) . For example, Lyster and colleagues (e.g., Lyster, 2002; Lyster & Ranta, 1997 ) based on research among early adolescents, suggest that it is through attention to the structure of language that L2 learning occurs. How this might manifest in younger learners has received less attention in L2 research (although see work by Oliver and also Butler & Zheng, 2014 , 2015 and so is another focus of the current study.
Age and peer collaboration
Finally, it is clear from L1 interactional research that age is a key factor, with older children better able to negotiate with each other, and also having improved emotional regulation and social competence (Fabes, Carlo, Kupanoff & Laible, 1999) . We also know that developmental factors related to age (Vygotsky, 1978) including skill level, competency, attitudes and relationships will impact on the nature and outcomes of the interaction (e.g., Hogan & Tudge, 1999) . Forman (1992) , for example, reported that the form of peer collaboration changes from early to middle childhood, with children in early childhood focussing on collaborative play, while in middle childhood they are increasingly focussed on collaborative problem solving. She found that in early childhood children were more likely to use 'yes, no, yes, no' arguments, and decisions about who was right, whereas older children gave reasons to convince the other, and focused on what was right. Rubin, Bukowski and Parker (2006) reported that children's abilities to agree about roles, rules and themes of play also improve with age. They found that the proportion of cooperative activities, which require shared meaning, and the degree of conflict based around differences of opinion and ability to focus on others' ideas, change with age. Although the body of L2 research concerning children is slowly growing, there remains much less taskbased research about children learning a second language. This is despite acknowledgement that developmental differences affect L2 interaction (see for example Oliver, 2000; .
Summary and research questions
In summary, there is little research that has considered the extent to which the social and cognitive aspects of task interaction may mediate the potential benefits for L2 learners, particularly children. The goal of this exploratory study is to describe the nature of peer task-based interaction in language classrooms among primary school English as an Additional Language (EAL) learners beyond a focus on interactional features -those purported to facilitate L2 learning (e.g., input, output, negotiation and other types of feedback). Specifically, we explore the responsiveness of younger EAL learners as demonstrated in the talk they use. We examine how they use their language to work together to complete and stay on task, not just for linguistic purposes, but also to achieve social and cognitive goals. Additionally, given the indications that many facets of interaction are developmentally determined, and hence related to age, the second goal is to explore differences between older and younger learners.
Therefore our research questions are: 
Materials
To maintain ecological validity, materials were developed in consultation with the classroom teachers prior to and after design of the tasks. That is, all the materials were developed with the teachers from the four classes. Task content was based on classroom activities and curriculum themes at the time of the study. Next, the tasks were piloted to ensure comparability of output across age groups. All five tasks were two-way information gap tasks -a type familiar to the children. The amount of time taken on each task varied from five to twenty four minutes. However, post hoc analysis (Friedman non-parametric test) of amount (based on turns) and type of speech show no significant differences according to task type (See Mackey et. al, 2006) .
The tasks were presented in one of five different ways, each representative of a teaching behaviour that the teachers perceived to be routinely used in their instruction. The task topics and conditions are described in Table 1 The pairs were randomly assigned, though gender-matched to control for that potential effect. All data was audio recorded, transcribed and coded.
Analysis
Following Ellis and Barkhuizen (2005) , a preliminary inductive analysis was first carried out (see Thomas, 2006) . That is, through an iterative process of repeated reading of the data by all three authors, we derived the key categories that emerged from the data. These were matched against existing literature to label and operationalize the categories for coding, as outlined in Table 2.   TABLE 2 about here To determine the nature of the task-based interaction (research question one), we then coded all the transcripts according to the categories as described above. All three authors carried out independent coding of the data. The results were compared for consistency and where discrepancies existed, these were discussed and where necessary, definitions of categories clarified and refined until full consensus and consistency was reached. Following this process of coding socialization, the first two authors completed a final round of coding of all categories for all transcripts. Next, the frequency of the turn counts within each category for each pair on each task was calculated. To answer research question two we made a comparison of the frequency counts of the different results for each category of coding for the older and younger learners. Where the results were normally distributed, namely for the categories of 'on/off task talk' and 'resolution of conflict', a parametric:
Multivariate Analysis of Variance was undertaken. For all other categories, the results were not normally distributed and so a non-parametric Mann-Whittney U test was used.
Findings
Nature of the task based interaction
In answer to research question 1, and as indicated by our preliminary inductive analysis, and confirmed though a more formal analysis under the categories described above, the child L2 learners in this study demonstrated ability to work together to complete the tasks.
Not only did their language production confirm previous studies indicating that their interaction included features purported to support second language learning, their talk also showed that they worked together socially to achieve task completion and that they were involved cognitively and linguistically with the various tasks. Table 2 ABOUT HERE The specific and qualitative character of their interactions is discussed in turn:
1. Social aspects of doing the task An analysis of the transcripts provides evidence that the children related to one another in socially appropriate ways that demonstrated their willingness and the ability to work in cooperative and reciprocal ways on the tasks. At times such cooperation was shown explicitly, as seen in Example 1. Initial disagreement is resolved, and the student compliments his partner on his correct answer, in their task to identify characteristics of different animals:
(1) Younger children 
O:
It's uh, two.
T: Excellent
At other times willingness was implied through the strategies employed by the children. In
Example 2 the children listen to one another and adjust their word choice, demonstrating reciprocity. Here, Learner B provides the colour word "yellow", adopted with uncertainty by
Learner A and modified after reflection.
(2) Older children Reciprocity is also illustrated in Example 3, where a dyad of younger children work with unfamiliar lexis, and help one another to determine that a snake does not have wool, but that a sheep does. Although they initially disagree, 'C' clarifies that a jumper is made of wool and with this information agreement is reached. It don't have that. Wo:ol.
M:
The sheep the the sheep have yeah C:
And that one and that one M: Yeah that.
In Example 4, two older children demonstrate reciprocity as they seek to determine the correct number of circles. Although 'B' is doing the counting, 'J' is assisting making sure that all items are included and finally she echoes 'B' with the total count. 
M: Carrot
Although the children generally worked in a cooperative and reciprocal manner as described above, conflict did arise. What was interesting to observe in these situations was the way the children worked to resolve conflict. For instance, in Example 6, although the pair of young learners clearly did not agree on the size of the cross that was to be drawn, in the end they work together to move the conversation on, alleviating any further problems: J: Maybe, a little bit P: I dunno, maybe.
J:
[giggle], maybe…
Task management
As demonstrated in Table 2 , the children not only organised themselves allocating turns and working out what to do, in the main, the children were generally always on task (over 95% of all turns), working together socially and engaging cognitively. However, there were also examples when they were not (i.e., they were off task): However, at other times it was apparent that the tasks posed no intellectual challenge for the children, and they appeared rather disinterested. This was particularly the case for the older children on Tasks A and D, suggesting a mismatch in the cognitive and/or linguistic difficulty level of these tasks. At these times they simply repeated patterns of the same structures over and over again in a formulaic manner, and often very quickly, suggesting that they simply wanted to get the task done, as seen in task D, below where students identify numbers involved in different athletic events. One girls.
Thus, although the tasks were carefully designed in collaboration with the class teachers for use across ages, it is evident that some tasks were not sufficiently interesting or demanding, particularly for the older students. On this basis we suggest that language teachers, especially those working with students of limited proficiency, consider not only relevance of the task to the linguistic needs of the child, but also the extent it may be cognitively and emotionally engaging (See Philp, 2016).
A focus on language
Both the younger and older EAL learners demonstrated the ability to attend to the linguistic form integral to the task, provide feedback and to support one another's language production. As such the data from this study confirms previous research (e.g., Mackey et al, 2003; Mackey et al., 2006; Oliver, 1995 Oliver, , 1998 suggesting child L2 peer interaction is a fruitful site for second language learning. As seen in Example 15, the younger children co- As shown in a growing body of research, the children in this study were also able to engage with language in ways that enabled there to be an incidental focus on form. Not surprisingly given the context of the data collection, namely intensive English language classes for newly arrived migrants, the children in this study struggled with language and there were instances of negotiation of form, but more often of meaning. However, it should be noted that this did vary to some degree according to the type of tasks and tasks conditions employed as expected from current TBLT research (e.g., Ellis, 2009 Another way in which the learners appeared to focus on language form was through their language play. Previous research demonstrates that adult language learners do this (Cook, 1997 ) and it appears from the current data, that this is also the case with L2 children.
However, the quality of their language play reflects their spontaneity and level of maturity.
For example, a great deal of the language play in the current data centered around the production of funny sounds (19), sometimes unrelated to the discussion, and at other times part of the discourse (20) Therefore, in answer to Research Question 1., based on both the quantitative and qualitative evidence in this study and regardless of age, the children were able to co-operate in pair work, listen and to talk to each other in reciprocal ways; to use talk to organise themselves to complete the task and whilst mostly using 'on task' talk, there was also evidence of 'off task' language; to engage cognitively with the tasks; and, focus on the form of language and in doing so provide support for each other's language production, giving feedback and engaging in language play. Although these aspects were demonstrated in the language of both the younger and older learners, in relation to Research Question 2, there did appear to be differences according to the age of the learners and this is explored both quantitatively and qualitatively below.
Age Differences
In response to Research Question 2, we found differences between younger and older children in their interactions across tasks, but not for every individual task -thus there is also an effect for task. These differences according to age related to all the subcategories of the social interactional aspects of tasks, namely co-operation, reciprocity, conflict resolution and non-resolution; 'on-task' behaviour; cognitive involvement with the tasks, but only in terms of repetitive patterns; and aspects of language awareness, but only for language play.
For the age difference according to the sub-categories of conflict resolution and on/off task behavior the effect sizes are small (Cohen, 1988) . However, for all the other sub-categories' effect sizes, where the tasks were considered collectively as a whole, the effect size was medium and for individual tasks it was medium to large. A summary of this information is provided in Table 3 below:   Table 3 ABOUT HERE For the other sub-categories: enjoyment; cognitive talk; off task interaction; supporting language production; and, language awareness, no age differences were observed, at least in terms of the frequency of language use.
The similarities and specific differences between the older and younger learners are described below:
Social Aspects of doing the task
Cooperation: Learners of all ages appeared capable of being cooperative, but the result did
show there was a greater frequency of language reflecting this with older rather than younger learners, and there was an effect for task. At a qualitative level there also seemed to be differences according to age, with younger learners more likely to use explicit affiliative language such as in the following example where one younger student indicates his pleasure at the working relationship he has developed with his friend Charles:
(21) Younger children
M: I like to be in Charles group. This good friend
Reciprocity: Both age groups worked in reciprocal ways with their partners. However, on Task A alone, there was an age difference: older learners produced more indications of reciprocity than younger learners (p<.05, r=.538) and there was a large effect size for this.
This task involved categorisation of animal characteristics and could be achieved in a quite repetitive way. This occurred more often for the older than younger learners (see repetitive patterns below). It is possible the use of repetitive patterns in a volley of question and answer also led to the older learners working in mutually responsive ways. Reciprocity is certainly an area worthy of future task-based research. Even so, a qualitative analysis indicated that regardless of age, all the learners are capable of "working well" together and in this way the current research provides further support for the use of tasks in child L2
classrooms.
Resolution of conflict:
Similarly, learners of all ages demonstrated ability to work to overcome disagreements and conflicts, although subtle differences (e.g., use of a greater degree of politeness with older learners) were apparent. It should also be noted that resolution was not always achieved, both for older and younger learners. Interestingly, there were some age differences according to task, as illustrated below, both for resolution and non-resolution.
Resolution: Younger > Older p<.05, r= .241 Task A p<.05
Non resolution: Younger > Older (F(1, 59)=7.226, p<.05) Task A p<.05 Task B p<.01
The higher level of resolution and non-resolution for younger children reflects the greater degree of conflict that emerged for this cohort. This seems a reflection of their level of social maturity and exemplifies the need to look at interaction beyond just the linguistic level.
A qualitative analysis also highlighted the fact that not all dyads experienced disagreements.
Thus variation occurred in how the pairs worked together, just as has been found with adult learners (e.g., Baralt, et al., 2016; Storch 2002) . Among both the younger and the older learners, there were those who demonstrated a higher degree of willingness to work for the 'common good', and, those who were more competitive or combative in their interactions.
As task-based learning gathers momentum in primary schools, much more research is needed about mutuality and equality in peer interaction, and children's ability to negotiate disagreement (e.g., Dawes, 2010) .
Enjoyment: There were no significant differences between older and younger children in terms of enjoyment. However, perhaps reflecting their stage of development, there appeared to be qualitative differences in what they enjoyed, as seen below. In the athletics task, the younger children simply enjoyed the absurdity of the athletics they construed from the picture. 
Task management
Although the students generally managed the task and were on task throughout their interactions, as previously indicated, off task behavior also occurred, with an age difference observed: older children were more on task than their younger counterparts. However, after Bonferroni correction, there was no significant difference in the total scores of the five tasks and a small effect size (4.8%). There was a small effect size for the finding that older children were more on task than younger children and this increased to a large effect size (.417 Task C and .410 Task D) for individual tasks. It is important to note that tasks B, C and D were tasks in which the children were just given instructions, no guidance or modelling from the teacher. This underlines the importance of teacher scaffolding especially for younger learners during task based interaction.
Cognitive Involvement
Cognitive talk: There were no significant differences between older and younger children in this category. However, it does seem that there is a need to explore different kinds of tasks, and especially those that are more complex. The tasks in this research were designed for language production across both age groups, and were generally not as cognitively challenging for the older as they were for the younger children. Further, the use of information gap tasks meant that the children often relied on visual information, and simple registration of information. In the main the tasks did not encourage higher level thinking requiring exploratory talk, and therefore any potential age differences in this regard did not emerge. Research with more challenging tasks is warranted (Philp, 2016) . Even so the findings highlight the need for language teachers to consider task selection beyond just linguistic demands.
Repetitive patterns: Not surprisingly, as the tasks elicited particular forms, both age groups used repeated language patterns. However, for the older learners their use of the same pattern often reflected a lack of cognitive involvement in the task (i.e., repetition was an expedient way to achieve task completion) and this was reflected in a statistically significant difference between older and younger learners, with a medium effect size for all tasks, and high effect size for tasks A and D (where seemingly, these were tasks that could be done in a repetitive way, especially by the older students).
A focus on language
Regardless of age, the data suggests learners are capable of focussing on language form. The children in this study provided recasts to each other, they also negotiated with each other and on occasion they provided explicit feedback. In addition, not only did the children provide feedback (mean= 3.65 and 5.20 for younger and older children respectively), but they used this in their subsequent productions (although see age differences as outlined below) -as such providing further support for previous research that children can and indeed do benefit from tasks that promote a focus on form.
Language awareness: There were very few instances of older learners paying attention to language through negotiation or recasts, or using co-construction to support their partners' language production. Where this did occur, it was often only for spelling purposes. For the younger children, those in one class used it considerably more than the other class, suggesting a possible teacher effect. Example 24 provides an illustration of one younger learner (M) assisting his partner (C) through explicit correction and recasting while completing Task C (Animal grid), and (C) using this feedback in his subsequent production. Language Play: Age differences did exist with younger learners engaging in play more frequently than older learners. However, once again task is likely to be a contributing factor (as seen by Task A result, p <.01).
Conclusion
This study represents a first step at examining how primary school aged EAL children work with one another, beyond just the linguistic level, during paired task based interaction.
Differences between the older and younger children tended to relate to the relative cognitive challenges of specific tasks. This was partly due to identical tasks being used for comparative purposes, and it is a limitation of the study. Additionally, as a whole, the participants in this study spanned middle childhood at its upper and lower levels. Greater age related distinctions may be found in a comparison of early childhood and middle childhood learners in future research. Further, larger numbers are needed to verify the findings here, which can only be seen as indicative.
Implications for research
Much of the previous research on L2 learners' production in language classrooms during middle childhood (e.g., García Mayo & Alcón Soler, 2002; Gibbons, 2006; Lightbown & Spada, 1994; Lyster & Ranta, 1997) has predominantly been teacher-fronted, and many studies have focussed attention on language form, a key issue in language learning. The research discussed here complements this work by focusing on the social and cognitive aspects of learners' interactions with one another. These aspects of interaction are being increasingly recognised as underlying effective interaction (e.g., Philp, 2016; Sato & Ballinger, 2016) .
These findings also align with recent research on engagement and its role in classroom interaction and learning. The data in the current study point to the usefulness of engagement as a potential framework for understanding the elements seen to be interacting in and with students' learning; that is, the linguistic, social and cognitive aspects as found in this study.
(See for example, Philp & 3, 2016; Shernoff, Ruzek & Sinha, 2017; Svalberg, 2012.) 
Implications for educators
This study shows that peer interaction can be powerful for language learning -for both older and younger learners. Interestingly, both on-and off-task talk showed potential for the students' language learning, stretching their language resources. However, where there is careful selection of age appropriate tasks, benefits of interaction may be more evident. In this research tasks that were intellectually challenging, and interesting, produced more, and wider language than tasks that were intellectually straightforward. Therefore, task selection needs to take into account level of cognitive challenge (and interest) as well as linguistic demands.
Consideration also needs to be given to learner affiliation and social goals through careful peer matching. Furthermore ongoing teacher support for peer work can maximise the benefits for each child and pair or group. To achieve this teachers may need to provide scaffolding for the task, including ways to resolve disagreements, as well as scaffolding the language that L2 learners can use.
In spite of the limitations of this study, the research provides evidence that children acquiring L2 do engage with one another in ways that support one another's language production. Our finer-grained analysis was able to make transparent aspects of interaction that have received scant attention in the L2 literature to date. What stands out is the dual importance of providing tasks that engage children both cognitively and affectively, and equipping children with the skills to collaborate effectively. 
